SPFrTAL _VERDICT NO. 3

HAVE DEFENDANTS LEFT OPEN AMPLE ALTERNATIVE CHANNELS
OF COMMUNICATION FOR PLAINTIFF, AND PERSONS LIKE

PLAINTIFF, WHO WISH TO EXPRESS THEIR VIEWS?

YES No X




SPECIAL VERDICT NO.

DID PLATNTIFF HAVE THE FINANCIAL AND TECHNICAL
CAPABILITIES TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE A CABLE
TELEVISION SYSTEM IN THE SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN

AREA?

yes X NO




SPECIAL VERDICT NO. °

(Not Given)

IF YOUR ANSWER TO T PRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES," IS

IT PROPER FOR DEFENDAN TO REQUIRE THAT A CABLE

COMPANY PAY FOR THE USE OF \RUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY?
YES NO

WERE THE PAYMENTS EXCESSIVE?

YES NO



SPECIAL VERDICT NO,

IS THE CAPACITY OF THE PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY AND
UTILITY EASEMENTS IN THE SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN
AREA LIMITED TO ANY SIGNIFICANT DEGREE? 1IN OTHER
WORDS, DID THE RIGHTS OF WAY AND EASEMENTS LACK
SUFFICIENT ROOM FOR ALL CABLE COMPANIES WHO EITHER

WANTED TO USE THEM OR MIGHT WANT TO USE THEM IN

THE FUTURE?

YES : No X




SPECIAL VERDICT NO.

DOES THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF A CABLE
TELEVISION SYSTEM CAUSE SIGNIFICANT DISRUPTION IN

THE USE OF PUBLIC PROPERTY?

YES No X

IF YOUR ANSWEP TO THE PRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES,"
DID DEFENDANTS' USE OF THE RFP PROCESS RESULT IN LESS

DISRUPTION THAN WOULD OCCUR WITHOUT THE RFP PROCESS?

YES NO

WAS "DISRUPTION AND INCONVENIENCE" A SHAM USED BY

DEFENDANTS AS A PRETEXT FOR JUSTIFYING THEIR RFP

PROCESS?

YES NO




SPECIAL VERDICT MO. §
DOES THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF A CABLE
TELEVISION SYSTEM CAUSE SIGNIFICANT SAFETY HAZARDS

TO BOTH THE PUBLIC AND WORKERS?

YES No X

IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE PRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES," DID
DEFENDANTS' USE OF THE RFP PROCESS RESULT IN FEWER
SAFETY HAZARDS THAN WOULD OCCUR WITHOUT THE USE OF

THE RFP PROCESS?
YES NO

WAS "SAFETY HAZARDS" A SHAM USED BY DEFENDANTS AS A

PRETEXT FOR JUSTIFYING THE RFP PROCESS?

YES No X




SPECIAL VERDICT NO.

DOES THZ CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATICN OF’A CABLE
TELEVISION SYSTEM SIGNIFICANTLY INTERFERE WITH THE

ABILITY OF SACRAMENTO RESIDENTS TO USE THEIR PRIVATE

PROPERTY?

YES NO

IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE PRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES,"
DID DEFENDANTS' USE OF THE RFP PROCESS RESULT IN LESS
INTERFERENCE WITH PRIVATE PROPERTY THAN WOULD OCCUR

WITHOUT THE RFP PROCESS?

YES NO
WAS "INTERFERENCE WITH ABILITY TO USE PRIVATE
PROPERTY" A SHAM USED BY DEFENDANTS AS A PRETEXT

FOR JUSTIFYING THEIR RFP PROCESS?

YES NO




SPECIAL VERDICT NO, 10

DOES THT CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF A CABLE
TELEVISION SYSTEM CAUSE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING TO
A SIGNIFICANT DEGREE: NOISE, VISUAL CLUTTER,

ENVIRONMENTAL AND/OR AESTHETIC PROBLEMS?

YES NO

IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE PREVIOUS QUESTION IS "YES,"
DID DEFENDANTS' USE OF THE RFP PROCESS RESULT IN
FEWER OF THESE IMPACTS THAN WOULD OCCUR WITHOUT THE

USE OF THE RFP PROCESS?

YES NO

WAS "NOISE, VISUAL CLUTTER, AND/OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL
AND AESTHETIC IMPACTS" A SHAM USED BY DEFENDANTS AS

A PRETEXT FOR JUSTIFYING THEIR RFP PROCESS?

YES NO




SPECIAL VERDICT NO. 11

(Not Given)

OES THZ CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF A CABLE

TEDEVISION SYSTEM CREATE SIGNIFICANT ADMINISTRATIVE
OR RESULATORY BURDENS FOR GOVERNMENT? (BURDENS ARE
"SIGNIFIQANT" IF THEY ARE GREATER THAN THOSE WHICH

WOULD OCCUR USING THE ENCROACHMENT PERMIT PROCESS.)
YES

IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE\ PRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES,"
DID DEFENDANTS' USE OF E RFP PROCESS PROVIDE A
MCRE EFFECTIVE MEANS OF MINIMIZING THE BURDENS THAN

THE ENCROACHMENT PERMIT PROCBSS?

YES NO

WAS "ADMINISTRATIVE AND REGULATORY BU NS" A SHAM
USED BY DEFENDANTS AS A PRETEXT FOR JUSTI

THEIR RFP PROCESS?

YES NO



SPECIAL VERDICT NO. 12

IS "HEAD-TO-HEAD" COMPETITION AMONG CABLE TELEVISION
SYSTEMS UNLIKELY TO OCCUR AND ENDURE IN THE SACRAMENTO
MARKET? IN OTHER WORDS, IS CABLE TELEVISION A
"NATURAL MONOPOLY" IN THE SACRAMENTO MARKET?

YES No X

IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE PRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES,"
ARE THERﬁ FEWER ADVERSE EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH
HAVING A SINGLE PROVIDER OF CABLE TELEVISION AS A
RESULT OF THE RFP PROCESS THAN THERE WOULD BE IN
THE ABSENCE OF THE RFP PROCESS?

YES NO

WAS "NATURAL MONOPOLY" A SHAM USED BY DEFENDANTS AS
A PRETEXT FOR GRANTING A SINGLE CABLE TELEVISION

FRANCHISE?
vyEs £ NO

WAS "NATURAL MONOPOLY" A SHAM USED BY DEFENDANTS TO
PROMOTE THE MAKING OF CASH PAYMENTS AND PROVISION OF
"IN KIND" SERVICES BY THE COMPANY ULTIMATELY SELECTED
TO PROVIDE CABLE TELEVISION SERVICE TO THE SACRAMENTO
MARKET?

vyes X NO

WAS "NATURAL MONOPOLY" A SHAM USED BY DEFENDANTS TO
OBTAIN INCREASED CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS FOR LOCAL

ELECTED OFFICIALS?
yEs X NO




SPECIAL VERDICT No. 13

DOES THF PUBLIC AS A WHOLE BENEFIT FROM EQUAL AND
UNIFORM CABLE TELEVISION SERVICE THROUGHOUT THE

SACRAMENTO COMMUNITY?

yes X NO

DID THE RFP PROCESS ENCOURAGE EQUAL AND UNIFORM
CABLE TELEVISION SERVICE TO A GREATER DEGREE THAN

WOULD BE ACHIEVED IN THE ABSENCE OF THE RFP PROCESS?

ves _ X NO

WAS "EQUAL AND UNIFORM CABLE TELEVISION SERVICE"
A SHAM USED BY DEFENDANTS AS A PRETEXT FOR

JUSTIFYING THEIR RFP PROCESS?

YES o X




SPECIAL VERDICT No. L4

DOES THS PUBLIC AS A WHOLE OBTAIN SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT
FROM ANY OF THE FOLLOWING: ACCESS CHANNELS,
PRODUCTION FACILITIES, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND

GRANTS?
vyes X NO

DID THE RFP PROCESS ENCOURAGE THE PROVISION OF THESE
KINDS OF RESOURCES TO A GREATER EXTENT THAN WOULD BE
PROVIDED IN THE ABSENCE OF THE RFP PROCESS?

yes X NO

IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE PRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES,"
WERE DEFENDANTS MOTIVATED TO PROVIDE SUCH BENEFITS
BY EITHER A DESIRE TO OBTAIN INCREASED POLITICAL
INFLUENCE FOR ELECTED OR APPOINTED LOCAL OFFICIALS
OR A DESIRE TO FAVOR LOCAL OFFICIALS' POLITICAL
SUPPORTERS?

vyes X NO

WAS THE PROVISION OF SUCH BENEFITS A SHAM USED BY
DEfENDANTS AS A PRETEXT FOR JUSTIFYING THEIR RFP
PROCESS?

YES NO




SPECIAL VERDICT NO. 15

DOES THF RFP PROCESS RESULT IN "BETTER" CABLE
TELEVISION SERVICE, IN TERMS OF THE SYSTEM'S
TECHNOLOGY, CAPABILITIES AND CHANNEL CAPACITY,

THAN WOULD BE ACHIEVED WITHOUT THE RFP PROCESS?

YES No X

WAS “SYSTEM TECHNOLOGY, CAPABILITY AND CEANNEL
CA?ACITY” A-SHAM USED BY DEFENDANTS AS A PRETEXT

FOR JUSTIFYING THEIR RFP PROCESS?

YES MO NOT ANSWERED _ X__



S’

SPECIAL VERDICT No. 16

DOES THE-PUBLIC HAVE A SIGNIFICANT INTEREST IN THE
FINANCIAL QUALIFICATIONS OR BACKGROUND OF ANY COMPANY
CONSTRUCTING AND OPERATING A CABLE SYSTEM IN
SACRAMENTO? (THE PUBLIC'S INTEREST IS SIGNIFICANT
IF, AMONG OTHER THINGS, CONSUMERS WOULD RECEIVE
REDUCED LEVELS OF CABLE SERVICES AND TECHNOLOGY

IF GOVERNMENT DID NOT INQUIRE INTO THE FINANCIAL
CAPABILITIES OF CABLE OPERATORS.)

ves X NO

IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE RRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES,"
DOES THE RFP PROCESS PROMOTE THIS INTEREST?

yEs X NO

WAS "FINANCIAL QUALIFICATIONS®" A SHAM USED BY
DEFENDANTS AS A PRETEXT FOR JUSTIFYING THEIR RFP
PROCESS?

YES NO




et

SPECIAL VERDICT No. 17

DOES THE PUBLIC HAVE A SIGNIFICANT INTEREST IN THE

TECHNICAL QUALIFICATIONS OR BACKGROUND OF ANY

COMPANY CONSTRUCTING OR OPERATING A CABLE TELEVISION

SYSTEM IN SACRAMENTO? (THE PUBLIC'S INTEREST IS

SIGNIFICANT IF, AMONG OTHER THINGS, CONSUMERS WOULD

RECEIVE REDUCED LEVELS OF CABLE SERVICES AND
TECHNOLOGY IF GOVERNMENT DID NOT INQUIRE INTO THE
TECHNICAL CAPABILITIES OF CABLE OPERATORS.)

YES X NO

IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE PRECEDING QUESTION IS "YES,"

~ DOES THE RFP PROCESS PROMOTE THIS INTEREST?

YES No X

WAS "TECHNICAL QUALIFICATIONS" A SHAM USED BY
DEFENDANTS AS A PRETEXT FOR JUSTIFYING THEIR

RFP PROCESS?
YES Nno X




SPECTAL VERDICT No. 18

UNDER THE INSTRUCTIONS ON DAMAGES GIVEN TO YOU, WHAT

AMOUNT OF DAMAGES, IF ANY, SHOULD BE AWARDED TO PLAINTIFF?

ANSWER "Zero"

DATED:

Foreperson

PP



City ends
_cable TV
monopoly

By Tim Grieve
ln Ststl Writer

The City Council and the Board of Supervisors opened
Sacramento’s cable television market to free competi-
tion Monday in a last-dilch atfempl to cul their josses ina
$150 million lawsuit .

In joint session. Lhe council anc the board voted unani-
mously to end Sacramento Cable Television's local mo-
nopoly and grunt cuble jicenses fo almost any firm
applying for one. .

The move came despite emotional pleas from local
community groups and legal threats from Sacrameato
Cable Television officials, who said they will immediate.
ly prepare 8 “very substantiat™ breach of coatract suit
against the city and county.

Until now, Sacramento Cable Television has enjoyed [}
monopoly on the local cable market. In exchange for s
13 nento Metropolitan Cable Television Commission
t dise, the company agreed lo make cable service
avauable to all county residents and to give millions of
dollars to Jocal community groups wishing to provide
their own cable programming

But the monopoly, the grants and universal uble ser-
vice were ali thrown into jeopardy Monday. .

1n an emergency meeling. the board and the councl)
followed the advice of their attorneys in adopling sepa-
rate — but idenlical — ordinances aimed &t himiling
damages in Pacific West Cadle Co.'s $150 million suit
against the city ang the county. s

A hearing in the case is scheduled for this morning,

nd a fina: ruling is still pending. But several determina-

ons by 8 fact-finding jury — including a ruling that Sac-
ramento could support more than one cable COmpany ~—
have led government lawyers (o believe their chmes of
winning the casc are sitm.

In a3 surprise move las! weeh, commission’ anomy .

Brent Bleier suggested that the City Council and the
Board of Supervisors allow open competition in the ¢a.
bie market in order (o limit damages in the case and pre-
vent chaos should the courl deem Sacramento’s cable
franchise process illegal.

During a two-hour public meeting Monday, spokesmen
for several jocal community groups who receive grants
v the current franchise arrangenient implored ofti-
[} o 8t least delay the ordinances.

spokesmen for the elderly, the handicapped IM mi-
norities said the ordinances could Iree Sacramento Cs-
ble Television from its contractual obligation 10 provide
service (hroughout the county, including low-lncome
areas.

Richard Davis, the cable company president, said lne
ordinances would force the company to sue for “bun-
dreds of milhions of dollars in damages.” Duvis also said
the ordinances would force his firm “to reconsider” jts
obligation to provide grants for community groups.

While acknowledging that the ordinances couid jeop-
ardize the community grams and universal service,
Bieier said he was no: concerned about the threats of

legal action.
See CABLE, page B2
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*it was unjustilied saber ranthng
by someone who thought they could
brow-beat public officials,” Bleior
said. "I was appalied.”

Council members and supervnsurs
however, were concerned enough
about the threals 1o hold a 20-min-
ute, closed-door session with their ag-
torneys before voting. .

But minutes afier that session, Ine
council members and supervisors
said they hag hitle choice but to
adopt the ordimaunces.

*We didn't chouse it this wuy u
frustruted Mayor Anne Rudin sasd
just before the vole. “We're trying W
cut our losses o0 (ke people of Sucru-
mento doa't have 10 pay un inurde
nate amoun! (0 extricate us Irom
lheae circumstances.”
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Selection of cable franchise tainted?

posedbylheauormsmwmedbyme,_

By Jim Mayer
Bee Stalt Writer
© Copyright 1987 The Sacraments Bee

A federal jury believed the political process
for awardiag 8 Sacramento cable television

franchise in 1983 was mimted by the “lafluence .
peddiing™ of 13 prominesi SacTementans, 8¢-

cording (o the jury’s ferewomes.
% In carly June, (ke jury issued a stack ol spe-
ciat verdicts in which il feund that swarding a
singie franchise (0 serve Sacramento was &
“sham.”

The case in question was a $150 million law-

Volume 261

suit challenging the Sacramento Cable Com-
mission’s franchise process. Pacific West
Cable Co., 8 joint venture of Sacramenio devel-
opers Joe Beavenutl and Bruce Fite, sought
the damages from (he city and county.

ber US. District Court jury, told The Bee that
jurors made their decision because
of -the role played by a group of investors

known throughout the trial as “The Gang of ', 0 RO OclCnaent bregorrnddied

73"

1n deciding the civil case, jurors were asked
1o answer several yes-or-no questions pro-

" Judith Mosier, forewomes of the six-mem- .

s.m-y Jums 1967

. Among (e
* “Was nnmnl mono'oly (the tranchise
procest) ... . a sham by defendants (o oblain in-
creased umuipl costributions for local
elected officlals?” - o

;- The Jury suid yes. However, it 18 unclear
from testimony how - of if — the process af-
‘fected campaiga contributions.

& “Were defendaats (City and county) moti-
to channeis and ) by either a desire to

oblain increased political infiuence for elect.
+ ¢d of appointed local officials or a desire lo

favor local officials’ political supporters?”

The jury said yes. -
. “Wefeit the way the whole thing was written
up was to excliude competition and it had to do
with this Gang of 73 — and they got their
share,” Mosier sald.

The “gang” is officially known as Kiver City
Cablevision, 3 minor pariner with Scripps-
Howard Brosdcasting in the Sacramesto Cable

Television Co. In 1983, Sacramento Cabie out- .

bid ihree other companies to serve (he cily
and county of Sacrashento.

See CABLE, back page, A
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The practice that troubled the jury has been a eon-
mon one throughout the nation: Prominent local peeple_
from a variety of backgrounds team up with ap sstad-
lished cable company to apply for a franchise. News ac-
counts have frequently referred to the procnil as
“r  a<citizen” >

not clear what River City Cablevision mcmlnrl
werc“expecied to do, but court testimony indicates that
some of them lobbied city and county omcllls oa bclulf
of the company.

The group is a collection of successful Sacnmenuu
Most of them invested $2,000 in the company,, Some in-
vested nothing

Each River City Cablevision member could mllse a
return in the mid-1990s of $120,000 or more, according 1o
Sacramento Cable Televislon s chief executive, Richard
Davis, ; &

The purpose of the group, according to River City Ca-
blevision President Raymond T. Butler, was to represent
“the pulse of Sacramento.” For that, the 73 influential
members share in 5 percent of the company.’& «:

But the jury decided River City Cablevision's purpose
was to persuade the Sacramento Metropoliian Cabdle
Television Commission — made up of City Council mem-
bers and county supervisors — to award the franchise to
their company. AT

“What do you want to call it? Infiuence peddting. .. . It
“othered everyone on the jury,” said Mosier, an Instru-
ment mechanic at McClellan Air Force Base.

Butler — a former county planning commissioner, civ-
il service commissioner and parks and recreation com-
missioner and a frequent contributor to political
found the jury's opinions “shocking.® -

“Th-  -a of the group was diametrically opposité to
that,” 3utler, an insurance execative. “It was meta-
morphi..ily different. The idea behind the group was

Cable - ‘\

just the antithesis of what is being said by the Jurors. - meets projections. ]
— - — -ﬂa'ﬂ_‘ 2.

“ to deliver voles.

licit bids from companies, Farrow said, “it comes down ) :
“'{0... pure local politics.” SN
Farrow said the purpose of such investment groups is

A0

“The genera! assumption is if you see two insurance
policies and you can't understand either one, you are go-
ing (0 buy the one from a friend you know and trust,”
Farrow said. “And that's what the rent-a-citizen process
recognizes: He who m the mosl and richest rented citi-
zens wins.”

Farrow, novever. said he has never seen 8 group as
large as that assembled by River City Cablevision.

. "There were an extraordinary number of honorary 4

who (ook part wha didn't know what was going
on,” Farrow sald. “The goals of many of these people
were totally honorable goals and they were Iooklnx for
the community benefits at the time.

“What they were missing — and what no one brought
to their attention — was the phllosophy that the end 1usti~
fies the means.”

The names of some group members were apparently
used initially without their permission. For example, for-
mer county superintendent of schools Leo Palmiter |
didn’t agree to join River City Cablevision until two
months after the franchise was awarded with Palmiter
listed as a “prospective stockholdet/owner. accordlng
to court documents.

Thé Bee was able to reach 20 of the 73 members of
River City Cablevision. Some said they got involved for '
what they believed was a community service. Some said
they received free shares in Sacramento Cable.

“The strange parl about the whole thing as far as I' m
concerned is I never invested a single penny in it,” said
. Al Caples, retired business manager of the Building and
Trades Council in Sacramento. “I've brought it to thelr
attention two or three times, saying, ‘When am I sup-
posed to put up my share?’ And they never notify me.”

According to Davis, in 10 years Caples’ share could be
worth $120,000: That is if: Sacramento Cable manages to
fend off competition in the marketplace; Sacramento de-
velops as planned; and the cable lnduslry as a whole

——
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River City Cablevision investors

Here are the 73 investors in River City Cabievision, 8 minor parner in
Sacramento Cable Television, 8s listed in court testimony and
depositions.

1. Cariton 2. Adams, doctor.

2. Fred Anderson, former SMUD voard ber and busi .

3. Oiga Batey. retired teacher active in League of Women Voters.

4. Rchard Benvenuli, deveioper.

§ Judith Bramson. Sacramento County Services Council.

6. Carvolil Brock, retwed homebusiider

7. Roy Brophy, developer. mm mmmcmsau
; University board and now a regent for the University of Cakfornia.

. 8. Dick Buhler, Buhier Morigage.
1, 9. Raymond T. Butier, insuranCe executive, Jormer DIsnNing commissioner.
." 10. Thomas Campbell, former executive of Sacramento County.
7 91. Vima Canson, National Association for the Advancement of Colored

People.
' 12. A Caples, retired manager of the Business and Trades Councito!
" Sacramento.
13. Michae! Deaver. former White House aide.
* 14. Shirey Canter, KXPR radio community sdvisory board.
. 15. Jack Chew, insurance executive.

!
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DOES 1 through 100

FARROW, SCHILDHAUSE & RAINS
Including A Professional Corporation
Rarold R. Farrow

Robert M. Bramson

James J. McBride

401 Grand Avenue, Suite 200

Oakland, California 94610

(415) 839-4500

Attorneys for Plaintiff

ENDORSED

JAN 2 8 1986

JOYCE RUSSELL SMITH. CLERK
By S. MORITA, Deputy

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

PACIFIC WEST CABLE COMPANY,
a partnership:

Plaintiff,

v.

CITY OF FOLSOM, CITY OF GALT,
CITY OF SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA,
all municipal corporations

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO, CALIFPORNIA,
a California County;
SACRAMENTO CABLE TELEVISION,

a general partnership; SCRIPPS-
HOWARD CABLE COMPANY OF
SACRAMENTO, a

corporation wholly owned by
Scripps-Howard Broadcasting
Company, a corporation; SACRAMENTO
METROPOLITAN CABLE TELEVISION
COMMISSION, an entity holding
itself out as a public agency
ROBERT SMITH; RICHARD DAVIS andg

Defendants.
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No.

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff Pacific West Cable Company ("Pac West")

brings this action against defendants and alleges as follows:

1. Plaintiff is a general partnership, organized in

and doing business under the laws of the State of California.

ATTACIILENT VI
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2. Defendants City of Sacramento, City of Folsom,
City of Galt (collectively "Cities”) and County of Sacramento
("County®) are municipal corporations organized and existing
under the laws of the State of California. Plaintiff is
informed and believes that defendant Sacramento Metropolitan
Cable Television Commission ("Commission") is an entity
claiming to be a joint powers agency and which is an agent of
the defendant Cities and defendant County. Defendant Robert
Smith is the chief executive officer of defendant Commission.
Defendant Sacramento Cable Television is a general partnership.
by and between, among others, River Cify Cablevision, Inc., a
corporation, and Scripps-Howard Cable Company of Sacramento, a
corporation wholly owned by Scripps-Howard Broadcasting
Company, an Ohio corporation. Defendant Richard Davis is the
general manager of defendant Sacramento Cable Television.

3. Plaintiff has timely presented defendant Cities,
Counties, and said Commission and Smith with claims for damages
caused by the tortious actions or omissions alleged herein in

substantial compliance with the requirements of Sections 900 et

sea. of the California Government Code.

4. Does 1 through 100 are persons whose true names

and identities are presently unknown to plaintiff and who are

therefore sued by such fictitious names. Plaintiff asks leave

of this court to amend its complaint to show the true names and
Capacities of Does 1 through 100 when the same have been
ascertained. Each of the fictitiously named defendants is
responsible in some manner for the matters alleged i this

complaint and is jointly and severally liable to plaﬂntiff

-2-




